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—XECUTIVE SUMMARY

Underlying Patterns of Inequity

With this report, the Office of Planning and Community Development (OP@Dhéhing the
Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP) to measure and ac&leritS | G 1t SQa
toward becoming a more equitable city.

This report analyses and provides data on underlying patterns of inequity disproportionately
impacting Blackindigenous, and People of Co{@ POCyommunities. Th@rimary statistics
presentedpre-date both the COVH29 pandemic and the murder of George Floyd, which have
laid bare the brutal effects of systemic racism.

The inequities we detaih this reportinclude disproportionately high rates of poverty and

housing cost burdens, greatdrsmnnection from school and work, limited mobility options and
greater need to take long trips by transit, greater exposure to pollution, and lower access+o well
performing neighborhood schools. These conditions make it difficult for people of color te thri
even during economic booms.

Now, these and otheinequities are placing people of color at greater risks of social and economic
impacts associated with the pandemand related inequities areontributing to the
disproportionate rate at which peoplef aolor are falling sick and dying from COYD

Detailed knowledge of these kinds of inequities by race and neighborhood is especially critical
today as the City sygorts BIPOC communities to reduce harm from the pandemic and identifies
how to addresshe concerns of the Black Lives Matter movement.

Monitoring the Community Indicators of Equitable Development will help us gauge progress and
navigate a path to a mor@aclusive and equitable future

Background

Purpose
l'd 2dzif AYSR Ay vyePlaniaidE§uable DexeYopin®t KnPlghientation Plan,
the EDMP is monitoring communitiriven indicators with three broad aims:

1 to provide City leaders with data to lpecenter the needs of Black, Indigenpasd people of
color (BIPOC) communities in gyl planning, and investment decisions,

1 to supply the public with objective information on how we are doing on our equitable
development goals, and

1 to furnish commurty stakeholders and organizations with data they can use in their work to
advance equity
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Community Indicators and Analysis in this Report

This report provides baseline findings on the community indicators we&atking in the

Equitable Development Mutoring Program.

We conducted extensiveommunity engagemenwvith BIPOC and loimcomecommunitiesto
enable us to select indicators reflecting thirthat thesemarginalized communities regard as
especially importantAs shown below, we selected twertype community indicators of equitable
development spanning four broad themes$lome, Commuity, Transportation, and Education &

Economic Opportunity.

HOME

1 Homeownership

9 Housing cost burdens

9 Affordability and availability of
rental housing

1 Familysize rental housing

I Rent and incomerestricted housing

COMMUNITY

Proximity to community centers
Access to public libraries

Proximity to grocery stores

Access to parks and open space (to
be included in next report)

1 Air pollution exposure risk

1
T
1
)l

For each indicator, we look at how the city as
a whole igdoing. Then we break out the data
by race and ethnicity, neighborhood, or both.
This includes a special focus on how Race and
Social Equity (RSE) priority areas
neighborhoods where marginalized
populations are a relatively large share of
residentg are faring on the indicators

relative to other neighborhoods and the city
as a whole(The RSE Indeg pictured at right
TheRSE priority areagferenced in this
reportare comprised ofensus tractsvith the
two highest level®f disadvantage and

priority.)
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TRANSPORTATION

1
|l

|l
1

Sidewalk coverage

Access to frequent transit with night
and weekend service

Jobs accessible ransit

Average commute time

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY

T

= =4 -8 -4 -8 9

Performance of neighborhood
elementary schools
Unemployment

Disconnected youth

Educational attainment

Poverty and neapoverty

Fulktime workers in onear poverty
Business ownership

Figurel

Analysis of the community indicators places a
special focus on Racial ang
Social Equity (RSE) (
Indexpriority Areas '
shown here irbrown

and maroon. ]

[ Jenbeuning
N
[
.

Higher disadvantzge
.

This index
combines data
on race, ethnicity,
and related
demographics
with data on
socioeconomic and
health disadvantages \gg
to identify neighborhoods’
with marginalized populations.
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Reporting on Displacement Risk Indicators

Thenew Equitable Development Monitoring Prograaiso includeseporting onindicators of
heighteneddisplacement risk. Building on displacement riskpming for the Seattl@035
Comprehensive Plan, these hew meti@es intended toprovide a deeper understanding of how
displacement pressures are currently affecting households, businesses, and cultural institutions.

Emphasis on Community Engagement

Community engagement has beecritical in informing the design of the monitoring programd
the selection othe indicators. This process included working with Bguitable Development
Interim Advisory Boardnd theSeattle Planning Commisaidfacilitating vorkshops with leadesr

in BIPOC communities, and conducting interviews and focus groups with residents. We also
consulted more than a dozeeports, action plans, and Racial Equity Toolkitsbtain additional
insights intocommunityconcerns

The EDMP witontinue to emphaige community engagement. This will include requesting
additional feedback from stakeholders upon release of this report to identify how we can improve
the indicators and make ongoing reporting as useful as possible. OPCD will adse agyls to
complement data from traditional sources with communibased participatory research,

recognizing that people most impacted by displacement and low access to opportunity know their
own communities best.

Community Indicator Findings

Here we presnt a summary of our baseline findings on the community indicators of equitable
development. These findings, grouped under tbar indicator themes (Home, Community,
Transportation, Education and Economic Opportunity), are intended to préegénsightshat
the City and communitpased organizations can use to reduce disparities, and to provide a
foundation for ongoing monitoring to drive further progress.

HOME

Households of color are less likely to own their own home.

{1 About one third of Sea (i f S QrioldskoBcdigr Svn their home compared to roughly half of
0KS OAGeQa 2KAUS K2dzaSK2f Rao

9 Homeownership is uncommon among lkmcome households. Even among loweome
households, there are racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership.

1 While Rae and Socidtquity Index (RSE) priority areas generally have low rates of
homeownership, there is a relatively large number of io@ome homeowners in southeast
Seattle.

Households of color are more likely to be housing cost burdened.

1 In Seattle, oughlyhalf of Natve American, Black, and Pacific Islander householdsarsing
cost burdenegdmeaning they spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing. In
comparison, roughly onthird of White households are cost burdened.

1 More than a quarter of Black houselds areseverelyhousing cost burdened, meaning they
spendmore thanfifty percentof their income on housing.

9 Households in RSE priority areas are more likely than other households in the city to be housing
cost burdened.
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There are significant shortages of rental housing affordable and available to  low-

income households, even with more than 33,000 rent- and income -restricted housing

units in Seattle.

{SFHGGtSQa (201t NByGl f 4 deatdsadd mbré thad B3,000/fedf dzZRSa 02 (0 K
and incane-restricted units dedicated to incoraeligible households. Analysis of theevall

rental stock in Seattle finds that

9 There is a shortage of rental housing affordable and available at alhtmme levels including
30% of Area Median Income (AMI) % ®f AMI, and 80% of AMI.

9 The shortage is especially severe for householdls @itremely low incomes: there are only 32
rental unitsaffordable and available at 30% of Aldt every 100 renter households with
incomes at or below 30% of AMI

This analysiadjusts for the fact that some rentals affordable at each level are occiied

households with higher incomes but still understates shortages and does not account for the
housing needed by over 8,000 people experiencing homelessness in Seattle

Family-size rental housing is scarce.

T¢KS OAleQa athédivonireallspeopotidhatydmpécts households of color,
including immigrant and refugee householdd)o tend to be larger than White households.

9 Onlyseven percentf rentals (ent- and incomerestrictedunits and marketrate rentalunits
combined) are threglus bedroom units affordable with a leimcome, presenting particular
challenges for larger families.

While scarce overall, rentals affordable to low -income households are more pre valent in
most RSE priority areas than elsewhere in the city.

1 In general, theshare of rentals affordable to low income households is greater in RSE priority
areas than in the city as a whole.

1 However, several neighborhoods including the Central Area haelatively low share of
affordable units, making it increasingly hard Fastorical communities to remain. Markeate
units that are still affordable in these and other neighborhoods are at risk, threatening further
displacement due to market and emomic pressures.

COMMUNITY
Broadly speaking, RSE priority areas are doing slightly better than the city as a whole in
havingCity-oper ated community centers and | ibraries neal

1 Virtually all homes in the city, including those in RSE pyiareas, are within two nek of a
City-operated community center; the same is true with respect to public libraries.

1 Fifty-five percent of homes in Seattle are within one mile of a community center; 64 percent
are this close to a library. Percentages alightly higher for RSEiquity areas.

1 Sixteen percent of homes in Seattle are within a-salé (walking distance) of a community
center and 23 percent are this close to a public library. Percentages are a bit higher for RSE
priority areas.
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9 However factors related to programingt including hours, affordability, and cultural
relevance may nevertheless fall short in meeting the needs of marginalized commuriities
is especially important considering thasidents of colouse{ S I (i dorbnfufitii @nters at
higher rates thardo White residentsa 2014survey found that 1®ercentof respondents of
color compared to §ercentof White respondents visited a community center on a weekly
basis.

Households in RSE priority areas are as likely as those in the city as a whole to have a
grocery store nearby that sells fresh fruits and vegetables, but gaps in access and
cultural relevance remain.

1 Roughly six in tehomes in the city including in RSE priority argaare within half a mile of
such a grocery store

1 However, some neighborhais in RSE priority areas, includBguth Park, Riverview, High
Point, and most of Highland Patkck a grocery store.
9 Populations in RSE priority areas also tend to have lower incomes and fewer transportation

options, which an limit access. They mayalhave to travel long distances to get to stores
with culturally relevant foods.

Households in RSE priority areas face disproportionately high risks of exposure to air
pollution.

1 Air pollution exposure risks in Seattle are l@ghfor neighborhoods borderg industrial
districts and major freight route RRSE priority areas are more commonly near these sources.

9 Households in RSE priority areas are twice as likely as households in the city as a whole to live
near a major poinsource of air pollution.

Future monitoring will include indicators on Parks & Open Space.

9 While this topic is not included in thiisst report, OPCD is working with Seattle Parks &
Recreation to develop mew measure of access fmarks and open space thaili\be included in
future reports.

TRANSPORTATION

Lowincome households and households of color are less likely than others to own a car. This
makes it especially important for these households and their neighborhoods to have access to
good pedestrian camections andh variety of maility options includindnigh-quality transit

service.

Sixty-eight percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalks, which is somewhat
lower than the proportion in the city as a whole.
9 Based on the criteria for this indiaat(sidewalks on both sides the road for arterials and one

side for other roads), 68 percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalk coverage,
compared with 76 percent of roads in Seattle overall.

1 Neighborhoods north of 85street, including sevei neighborhoods in RSE pitg areas, have
sparse sidewalk coverage.
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More than 75 percent of homes in Seattle are near at least one frequent transit route
that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays; however, some neighborhoods in
RSE priority areas lack such access.

Based on 2019 transit schedules: Findings reported on community

1 Most homes in Seattie 76 percent in Seattle as a whole and 80 indicators relagd to transitreflect
percent in RSE priorigreag have access to at least one frequent ~ Servicelevelsin effect before the

transit route that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays. 2/val of the COVIEL9 pandemic.
Transit service levels in 2020 have bee

1 However, substantigbarts of some RSE priority neighborhoods in  significanty impacied by the pandemic.
north and south Seattle lack accaesone or more of these transit

routes. The pandemic has also reduced the
supply of jobs in Seattle and the broade
Residents of Seattle have relatively high access by transit to jobs region

via transit, but displacement is a threat.

1 Residens throughout thecity, including residents of RSE priority areas, have relatively good
transit access to jobs. This is particularly true for people living in or close to downtown.

1 Regional data show that displacement of communities of color to areasleut$ Seattle
threatens to greatly decrease the number of jobs that are accessible to them by transit.

Seattleites of color have longer commutes to work than their White counterparts.
9 Blackpeoplehave the longest average commute time to work while \Whihave the shoest.
T22N] SNE 6K2 fAQS ySINI GKS OAGeQa OSYydGSNI KIS NBE I

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

The Washington Schools Improvement Framework (WSIF), an index of school
perfor mance, shows | ar ge elmestanaschodlsbg s among Seattl e
race/ethnicity, income, and neighborhood.

The WSIF index, produced by state Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, includes
measures of student growth and engagement in addition to student test scores.

9 WSIF scores for rtiborhood elemerdry schools in Seattle indicate better outcomes for
White and Asian students than for Black, Hispanic/Latinositmeme, and Englislanguage
learner (ELL) students.

9 While highscoring elementary schools are in many parts of Seattlet widbe lowerscoring
neighborhood elementary schools are in RSE priority areas.

Adults in Seattle are more highly educated than adults in other large cities . However, in
Seattle and the nation as a whole, people of color are less likely than Whites to have a
bachel ords degree.
1 As of 2018, 65 percent of Seattleites age 25 and older and 54 percent of Seattleites of color in
GKA& | 3S 3INERdAzL) Kk @S highestirdte® &ndig2hi FDdargestciiesh ghe
u.s.
fwlkisSa 2F ol OKS ferg addangSeRteim&® Buch Idwierdfok Blacks, Native
Americans, Pacific Islanders, Southeast Asians, and Hispanic/Latino persons than for Whites.
T¢KS aKIFENB 2F LIS2LX S gAGK | 0l @it deRte akaSIAINES Aa
whole.
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Living in or near -poverty, even when working full -time, is more The COVIEL9 pandemiccompounded
common for people of color than for Whites. Unemployment harm built on underlying inequities

rates are also higher for people of color. Aswe release this report, the new
coronavirus is taking lives and the
actions required to stem its spread are
LINE F2dzy Rt &8 AYLI Ol
wellbeing.Those nost affectedby the
0 Roughly 40 percent of people of color, includingre than half of  pandemicare the peoplealready

Blacks and Native Americans had incomes below 200% of povertyjirdened by the systemic racism we se

in comparison, 18 peent of Whites had incomes this low. reflected in findings for many of the
community indicators in this report.

9 The most detailed estimates by race and ethgicibme from data
collected between 2011 andd25, when Seattle was recovering from
the Great Recession.

0 About 14percent of the people of color working falme were
living at or below 200% of poverty, three times the rate among
their White counterparts.

King County health officials report that

the ageadjusted prevalence of COVID

19 dsease among Hispanic/Latinx,

0 The unemployment rate among people of color was roughly one Black, and Pacific Islander populations
and a fhalf times that of Whites. three or more times that among Whites

1 Most RSE prioritgreas have disproportionately high rates of people Pata on new unemployment claims
living below 200% of poverty. show people of colar especially Blacks,
Native Americans, and Pacific

Islanders losing their jobs at far higher

Large racial and ethnic disparities exist in rates of youth _
rates than Whites.

disconnection from school and work. o _
] ) ) . Stark dispéties are also being found by
1 In Seattle, hhe rate of disconnection among Black youth is three timeg e\, household survey measuring

as highasthe rateis for White youth Therate among impacts of the pandemic. Among the
Hispanic/Latino youth is twice that of Whites. findings for the Seattle area: only four il
ten Black renters compared to nine in
ten White renters were able to make
their uine rent payment.

Sources: Pulid Health Seattle & King

People of color own a disproportionately low share of CountyCOVIELY data dashboardsnd
U.S. Census Bure#&lousehold Pgle

businesses jn Sea’itle. ) ] ) Surve
T2 KAES LIS2LXS 2F O2t2NJ YI 1S dzLJ | & 2 dz
population, they own less than a quer of the firms here.

9 Data for our region also indicates thdative American, Pacific
Islander, and Southeast Asiaough have disproportionately high
rates of disconnectiofrom sctool and work

4

ot

u o

9 The deepest disparities are in the ownleigs of firms with employeedihile Blacks are roughly
T LISNOSyld 2F {SIFIGdGtSQa | RdzA G LRLIzZ I GA2yT GKS@
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https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/health/covid-19/data.aspx
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html

Additional Analysis and Ongoing Monitoring

The full Equitable Development Community Indicators Repalgol @ At 6t S 2y ht/ 5Qa
monitoring webge, providesmuch more information on each of teeindicators Charts and

mapsillustrate each data point and make clear connectioagMeen each aspect of equitable

development and evident gaps across neighborhoods and racial groups within Seattle.

Acompanying narrativgrovides context, grounded in what we heard from community

stakeholders.

Reporting onthe Heightened Displacement Risk Indicatore dashboard formasibeing
launched2 Y ht / 5Q&a Y 2 yaktheXsaide yimkComniuditi Indicadors Reportis
released

As an ongoing projeciordinatedby OPCDthe Equitable Development Monitoring Prograviil
continue to update data over time to provide relevant and timely data to City and community
stakeholders This may includéhe addition ofnew sources of data and may akocompass
community-based research.

Questions and requests for more informati may be directed to Diana Canzoneri, Demographer
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Developrdéntia.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

INTRODUCTIONAND METHODS

Direction for Creating the Monitoring Program

The broad inspiration for the Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP)Ratieand

Social Justice Initiatvew { WL 0 X { SF GGt SQa /AlesgARS STFF2NI G2 SYyR
work andto helpeliminate racebased disparities in the broader community.

The initial direction for creatinthe EDMP came in 2015 with tla@loption ofResolution 3157.7

With this resolution, the City Council and the Mayor called for stronger integration of racial and

a20A1Fft SldzaGe Ay GKS /-pexriphchikaBenarkoddw thefcityy S G KS / AGeQ
should grow and develop. To guide the implementation and further evolution of policies on race

and social equity, the resolution called for quantitative indicators to be created and monitored.

In response, the Seattle 203fpdate ofthe Comprehensive Plan

incorporatesnew goals and policies to better advance race and social Definitions established in Resolution
equity. The updaté Comprehensiv@lan also includes a commitment 31577:

to ongoing monitaing to help us better understand how well the Plan Race and Social Equitwhen all

is doing in making the city a more equitable place. marginalized people can attain those

¢ KS [EduiiaBl€@evelopment Implementation Pliglentifies resources, opportunities, and outcomes
o . . . . that improve their quality of fe and

monitoring as one of several systemic actions @ity is undertaking to enable them to reach their full

advance equitable development and outlines key guidance for carryingotemial. The di/ has a collective

out the EDMP. responsibility to address the history of

The Implementation Plan caéed anEquitable Development inequities in existing systems and their
Frameworkfor translating policies into action. Like other efforts guided©"90ing impacts in Seaitle communitie:
by the Implementation Plan, the EDMP is built on this framewbnle. ~ €/€/201ng collective resources to creat
frameworkintegrates people and place with two interréda goals ng;nounn;'fggﬁrg&zg%ﬁ'gggror eans
one focused orsupporting strong communities and peopleand one ’ '
aiming to creategreat neighborhoods with equitable access

Equitable Developmentpublic and

private investments, programs, and

The framework also embraces six Equity Driteidescribeand guide policies in neighborhoods to meet the
UGN GS3IASa F2NI NBFEOKAY I (KS ¥ NI ¥So2NiQded Sdpdzhndi @ 32|
reduce disparities, taking into account

_ ) _ ) past history and cuant conditions, so
D2) Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural dISpIacement. that quality of life outcomes such as

D1) Advance economic ability and opportunity.

D3) Build on local cultural assets. access to quality education, living wage
) - o employment, healthy environment,

D4) Promote transportation mobility and connectivity. affordable housing and transportation,

D5) Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods. are equitably distributed for the people

currently living and working there, as

D6) Enable equitable access all neighborhoods. well as for new people moving in.

Marginalized Peoplepersonsand
communities of color, immigrants, and
refugees, those experiencing poverty,
and people living with disabilities.
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https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/31577
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/EquitableDevelopmentInitiative/EDIImpPlan042916final.pdf

Outline of the Monitoring Program

Scope and Purpose

As outlined in the Equitable Development Implementatlan, OPCD is coordinating the EDMP.
The monitoring program encompasses two sets of indicators:

9 Community Indicators of Eigfable Developmertt community indicators to gauge progress
over time in achieving equitable development outcomeashichare the focusf this report

1 Indicatorsof HeightenedisplacemenRisk specialized metrics to enhance our understanding
of displacementnd detect heightened displacement risk&shichare also beindaunched
alongsideghe community indicators report

The EDMP is desig@s an ongoing program to provide essential information to the public and
aid City leaders in making policy, planning, anestment decisions to advance equitable
development and address displacement.

Tal &2 NJ 5HEztitie @riked 201902 on Actions to Increase Affordability and Address
Residential Displacemenames he EDMP as a source of data to help guide workityy
departments on these fronts.

1 Based on guidance outlined for the EDMP, Bugiitable Development Interim Advisory Board
and theSeattle Planning Commissibave special roles in the EDMP ;
and willbe using the monitoring findings to make recommendations @ @ 2 Y A U2 NAy 3 A a 7T dz

to City officials and departments. accountability and making meaningful
o ) ) and sustained progress on equitable
Furthermore, the EDMP is intended to provide commuiigged RSGSEt 2LIYSy (i o¢

organizations with a resource they can use to target their own

. T City ofSeattle Equitable Developmen
programs, demonstrate need, and adveéeor action. Y d P

Implementation Plan, 2016
Indicator Criteria

The Equitable Development Implementation Plan outlined criteria for selecting the EDMP
indicators. To be selected as a aoomity indicator, a measure needed to be:

1. Useful in gauging progress toward:
o Equityrelated policydirection in the Comprehensive Plan, and

o the Equitable Development Framework and associated Equity Drivers in the Equitable
Developmentmplementation Plan

2. Actionable, that is, able to provide information that the City can use to shape or adjust
policies,strategies, or investments to promote race and social equity and advance equitable
development

3. Important and meaningful to marginalizgeople, including lowincome persons and
communities of color

4. Measurable with readily available daffar indicatorsin the baseline reportpnd consistent
with best practices for designing community indicators

The Process for Selecting Community Indicats

Selecting community indicators for the launch of the monitoring program was a collaborative,
multistep process. Weast a wide net to identify potential indicatgthen used the criteria above
to prioritize indicators for selection. From the beginmgithe process incorporated substantial
research, consultation with colleagues, and community engagement. More spiygjfthis
process included the following
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https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
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http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-development-initiative
http://www.seattle.gov/planningcommission/about-us

1 Research by OPCD staff including inventorying topics covered in other local, regional, and
nationwide indicator efforts focused on equity, opportunity, and livabikty well a<onsulting
research findingsn related topics

9 Consultation with colleaguescross Citglepartments regional and county entities including
the Puget Sound Regional Coilinand Public Health Seattle & King County; Seattle Public
Schools; and university researchers.

1 Community engagementyhich included working closely with thgguitable Development
Interim Advisory Boardnd theSeattle Planning Commissiand engaging with community
leaders and residents to ensure that we are measuring aspects of economic development and
livability that the marginalized communities care about mddbre information on the
integration of community engagement in the EDMP is pteglibelow.

Communityengagement

As envisioned in Resolution 31577 and the Equitable Development Implementation Plan
community enggement has been, and will continue to be an integral part of the EDMP

Involvement of community leaders and practitionersTheEquitable Development Interim
Advisory Boar@nd theSeattle Planning Commissibave special roles in the EDMPRPCD

worked withthese bodies over the course of many months to generate initial ideas on topics to
measure and help us refine the indicado

We also obtained advice for shaping the EDMP through workshops with community practitioners
and volunteersThis included a work®p engaging representatives of the EDI Advisory Board,
Planning Commission, and thirteen additional City boards and cesions involved in race and
social equity issues, and a workshop at the 2018 EDI Community Convening.

Direct engagement with communityesidents In engaging directly with residents, we
prioritized talking withpersons of color, immigrants and refugees, im@ome persons, and
people in neighborhoods experiencing displaceméihis included interviewing people at
community festivals, antlosting neighborhood focus groupehe Department of Neighborhoods
and itsCommunity Liaison programere instrumental in providing background on community
concerns, arranging engagenteopportunities, and providing translation and interpretation.

Consultation of previous reports We consultednore thanone dozen reports, action plans, and
Racial Equity Toolkits featuring community insights on related issues.

Ongoing community engagenmet We will continue to emphasize community engagement in
the EDMP. This will include gatheringd®ack to improve indicators for ongoing tracking as well
as seeking input to shape the way we report on the indicators in the future.

The indicators in thifirst report rely on readily available data from traditional data sourées.a

more complete piture, we will explore how EDMP could more fully integrate marginalized

LIS2 L)X SQa 26y SELISNASYOS 2F 6KI G Aa KlpphgSy Ay 3
and providing resources forcommunity baseetatacollection was one of the most common

themes from the input that community leaders and practitioners provided.

Community Engagement AppendixAppendix A provides more specifics on the community
engagenent we conducted, the questions we asked, and the messages we heard. It also describes
how we inegrated RSJI Racial Equity Toolkit principlesthe design of the monitoring program.
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The Community Indicators of Equitable Development
Selected for Monitoring

Twenty-One Community Indicators Four Themes

We selected twentyone community indicators topics for monitoring and grouped them into four
broad themes: Home, Community, Transportation, and Education and Economic Opportunity.

HOME TRANSPORTATION

I Homeownership 9 Sidewalk coverage

9 Housihg cost burdens 9 Access to frequent transit with night

1 Affordability and availability of rental and weekend service
housing 9 Jobs accessible by transit

9 Familysize rental housing 1 Averagecommute time

f Rent and incomerestricted housing EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY

1 Proximity to community centers 1 Performance of neidbhorhood

9 Access to public libraries elementary schools

9 Proximity to grocery stores Unemployment

1 Access to parks and open spdte Disconnected youth

Educational attainment

Poverty and neapoverty

Fulktime workers in or near poverty
Business ownership

be included in next report)
9 Air pollution exposure risk

=A =4 =4 -8 -8 9

Two Types of Community Indicators , _
arheEquitable Development

Some of these indicators providirect informgtion orhow people are  Frameworkpresents an integrated
doing whileothers measuraspects of places K I i A Y LI OuU NIBDHANIRS YabhaiQhich addresse
quality of life and access to opportunitgxamples of the former are 2yS ALISOAFAO O2YLX
housing cost burdens and educational attainmestamples of the vision for an equitable future. Achieved
latter are proximity of grocery stores homes, and the number of jobs t0g€ther, we believet has the potential
accessible by transit. 8@ indicators play both of these roles. For to make the transformative systems
example, while poverty status is a direct indicator of how a person is Ch’?‘”@ needed 0 shift from th.e current
. L . . trajectory of unwieldy economic growth
doing, resgarch also shows .that Ilvmg_ln an area with a high that marginalizes far too many and
concentration of poerty can influence individual outcomes and compromises the diversity that makes

compound difficlties associated with being poér. Seattle an attractive place to live, work,

Together, these indicators give us insights into how well Seattle is doiAgd & | & @£

2y GKS 9ljdZAdrofS 5S@St2LIYSyd CNI YSg2 NEQ@EbleReadzofmerd 2 |
strong communities an@eople and creating great places with Implementation Plan
equitable access.
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Relationship of the Community Indicatorsand the Equity Drivers
Table lillustrates how each of the four community indicator themes relates to the Equity Drivers
Ay GKS / AGeéQa O9HFamevitkof S 5S@St 2LIrSy i

As the Framework emphasizes, the drivers aseintended to be viewed independently; but as
inter-related and mutually reinforcing actions that need to be coordinated to produce lasting
change Likewise, viewing the community indicators inat@nship to one another provides the

greatest insights ito the patterns that need to shitb achieve transformative systems change.

Tablel
Some Key Interrelationships Between Community Indicator Themes and Equitable Developbrérdrs

Community Indicator Themes

Home Community Transpotation | Educationand
Economic
Opportunity
D1 Advanceconomic mobility P
andopportunity. P

Promote economic opportunities for marginalized
populations and enhage community cultural anchors
Provideaccess to quality education, training, and
living-wage career path jobs.

D2 Prevent residential, commercial, and cultur
displacement. P P P
Enact policies and programs that allow marginalizec

populations, busiesses, and communityrganizations

to stay in their neighborhoods.

D3 Build on local cultural assets.
Respect local community character, cultural diversity P P
and values. Preserve and strengthen cultural

communities and build the capacity of théeaders,

organizations, and coalitions to have greaterself

determination.

D4 Promote transportation mobility and
connectivity. P P
Prioritize investment in effective and affordable

transportation that supports transilependent

communities.

Equitable Development Drivers

D5 Develop healthy and safe
neighborhoods. P P
Create neighborhoods th&nhance community

health through access to public amenities, healthy,

affordable, and culturally relevant food, and safe

environments for everyone.

D6 Enable equitablaccess to all

neighborhoods. P P P P
Leverage private developments to fill gaps in

amenities, expand the supply and variety of housing

and employment choices, and create equitable acce
to neighborhoods with high access to opportunity.

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |13



The Analysisin This Report

¢CKAE NBLRNI LINRPOBARSE ol &aStAyS RwnielindihgyiRniskeyolt fredae A & 2y

Community Indicators of Equitable Development. the COVIBL9 pandemic, we can use
i i insights from these findings tinform
The Information and Analysis We Include for Each actions to mitigatesome of the impact
Community Indicator from the current crisis and plan a
recovery that creats a moreequitable

For each indicator we:
future.

T Summarize key findings The data in this report prelate the

9 Describe whythe indicator is important that is,how the outcomes arrival of the COVHR9 pandemic. As

2N f S@Sta 2F I 0O0Saa YSI adzNBR oRchiigdings (eRA esivizeENI Y I

well-being and impact opportunities available to them. the economy while far from _
) ] ] ] equitabler was regarded as strong, witt
1 Identify how the city as a whole is doing (SILGGf SQa S02y2ve
1 Dive deeper into the data to assess @ity and identify disparities hottest in the ration.
Specifically, we: Aswe complete this report, the

pandemic has plunged our economy
into a state more dire than most
Americans alive today have seen. The
o Analyze differences by neighborhod@or indicators with readily ~ toll in lives and livelihoods is laying bar

availableandreliableestimatesat thisgeographidevel). and intensifying inequities between
marginalized and privileged pogtions.

o Examine racial and ethnic dispariti¢for each of the indicators for
which danographic data are available).

1 Describe how we measure the indicatove provide a brief
description of the data sources and metls used to measure the
indicator.

While the statistics in the report are
from different times, the patterns of
disparity they show tell us much about
1 Identify additional considerationdor interpreting indicator findings. the underlying landscape of inequity in
This includes notingriportant equityrelated aspects that are closely Seattle. As such, these findings will hel

related to, but not captured by, the indicator itself. AYF2NY GKS /AGeQa
. . . marginalizeccommunites to respond to
Howwe analyzedisparties betweenpopulationgroups the COVIELS Crisis.
In assessing disparities, the EDMP focuses primaritijsparities This report provides a baseline for
between racial/ethnic groups. gauging our progress as we work to

We look at how people of color as a broad group are faring relative to Puild @ more equitable Seattle.
Whites or to the city as a whole.

We also present dailed comparisons to see how individual groups of color are doing. As data
allow, we report estimates for seven standard categeriwhite, Black, Native American, Asian,
Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and Hispanic or Latino.

Outcomes for a given raclathnic group often mask disparities within that group. (For example,
among Asians, outcomd®retend to be less favorable for atheast Asian populations than for
Asian Indian populations.) As feasible, we provide examples of disparities between sughgnoup
note sources that readers can consult for more comprehensive analysis. A key source, which we
used extensively, is thdational Equity Atlaproduced by PolicyLink and the USC Program for
Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE).

For some indicators, we also drill down to see howioeome individualer households are doing.
(Lowincome groups are sometimes defined differently vary depegdin the data source.)

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |14


https://nationalequityatlas.org/

How we analyze community indicators across neighborhoods Gt f I O8 chekaias 6fKeBearch

One of the ways to identify if people are berigfy) equitably as have shown that where you live impact:

development occurs is to compare how diffateneighborhoods are your health and your life .
doing. opportunitiest including your ability to

LI NIAOALI GS Ay (K¢
In the EDMP, we do this by mapping key data for the indicators, Iookirtgy by SldAdGlotf S §&¢
at neighborhoods where marginalized persons make up a substantial class, or zip codeould no longer
share of the population, anelvaluating how these neighborhoods are it his or her health, success at
faring relative to otler Seattleneighborhoods. school, or adult income. Pladmsed

Findings for the community indicators azelculatedat the census strategies that make distressed
tract-level. This provides a common geographic frame for analysis ne_'tghhﬁt_’rﬂmd?tmﬁre op portug'lt.y'Ch
acrosghe indicators(Moreover,use of tractlevel data was necessary (with high-quality housing, public

f indicatord timat ilable ot liabk transportation, thriving businesses,
or many Inaicatorwecaise estimates aranavallable otoo unrelia walkable and safe streetservices,

at smaller levels of geography. retail, etc.) are integral to building an
Many of thecommunity indicatomaps(e.g, those on housing cost equittRNA @Sy 3INB S GK Y
burden andaverage commutéimes) useshades éblueto identify the T PolicyLink!l YSNR Ol Q&
range of values into which the estiméfar each tract fitsWe typically Equity is the Superior Growth Mode

displaytheserangesin five categoriesnoting theestimatefor Seattle
as a wholealongside the legentb make it eagr to discern howneighborhoods areloingin
comparisorwith the city as a whole

The Race and SotiBquity (RSE) Indek. dzNJ YI Ay (22t F2NJ LISNF2NX¥AyYy3I (KAAZ
RSE Index. This index combines data on race, ethnicity, and related demographics with data on
socioeconomic and health disadvantages to identify where marginalized populatekes up

relatively large proportions of neighborhood residerfgure 2presentsmapof RSE Index

Our report refers to census tracts in the two highest priority/disadvaetbguintiles of the RSE

LYRSE & dawl OS I yR { 2 Oithe refergndeimap madoor{ idenitifietINA 2 NA G & | N
tracts with the highest level of priority and disadvantage, while brown denotes the second highest

level togetherthe tracts in maroa and brown make up the RSE priority areas

Analysisof proximity-orientedindicatorsdzy RS NJ 6§ KS BYRYXFAMAV@ER NI F A2y ¢ (K
include chartsummarizindhow the RSE priority areas ateing on the indicator relative tthe

middle and lowst priority areas in theRSE Indexn the reference map, theacts in the middle

range(or quintile) of the index are shown in pale yeNoThe tracts witln the two lowest levelsof

priority/ disadvantageare shown in turquoise and blyevhen referring to thedlowestpriority

areas¢ we are describingracts in thesewo quintiles ofthe RSE ldex

The RSE Indexas designeas abasic toolthat canbe usedalong withother information to
design programsasses®quity, and prioritize investmentsbased omeighborhoodsvhere RSJI
priority populationslive. The RSE Indeomplements other mappeuhdices that the City has
developedincludngthe Displacement Risk andetticcess to Opportuniiypdicesthat were
originally createdo inform the Growth Strategget forth inthe Seattle 2035 Comprehensive
Plan?
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https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf
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Figure2

Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index

This composite index includes:

« Race, ELL, and Origins

(shares of population who are)

- Persons of color

- English language learners (ELL)
- Foreign born

Socioeconomic Disadvantage

(shares of population with)

- Income below 200 percent
of poverty level

- Educational attainment less
than a bachelor's degree

Health Disadvantage

- No leisure-time physical activity
- Diagnosed diabetes

- Obesity

- Mental health not good

- Asthma

- Low life expectancy at birth

- Disability

Legend
(map numbers are tract identifiers)

RSE Index: Level of Disadvantage/
Priority

Lower disadvantage
and priority

Higher disadvantage
and priority

Seattle City Limit

Sources: RSE Ind#eveloped by City of Seattle ORti2i3ed on estimates from the 2020165-yearACS U.S. Census Bureau; 2014 and 2015 estimat
published in théJ).S. CD&6500 Cities Projet2011-2015 averages from the &8hingtonTracking NetworkjVashingtorState Deptof Health; and
estimates from Public HealgSeattle & King County.

Notes:ORCD developed the RSE Index and updates it periodically to inform equitable development efforts and ottegate@dvork at the City. The R
Index map is available aPBF The index can also be accessedAreGIS Onlinend SeattleGeoDatéopen data)Contact.diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report Page |16


https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/Race%20and%20Social%20Equity%20Index%20Map%202018.pdf
https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Minimalist/index.html?appid=764b5d8988574644b61e644e9fbe30d1
http://data-seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/racial-and-social-equity-composite-index
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

Figure3
Using the RSE Index, we assess equity
across neighborhoods bgoking to see if

the indicators are as favorabieor as Gold cross
concerning for RSE priority areas as the _ hatching

. . . highlights the
are for other neighborhoods in the city.

census tracts th

As illustrated irthe bottom panel of RSE priorit
Figue 3 in the neighborhood maps for areas, whic = “\ 5
the indicatorswe use gold crosbatching ~ correspond witl < by ‘—‘
to identify census tracts iRSE priority the two highes - ’ =t

areas. quintiles in the -
RSE Inde ‘“- .!“*_

For convenience, &overlay the names
of Community Reporting Areas most
indicator mapdo identify general

neighborhoods’

Important considerations forviewing Neighborhood

and usingneighborhoodfindings level analysis

The patternsound in these community
indicators

neighborhood analysgsrovideimportant . << on ho
insightsand allow us to evaluate the the RSE priori
generalequity landscape foeach areas are farin
indicator. When thinking about

implications of thes analyses, it is also

important to consider the following.

1 Inequities may exist even if RSE priority areas and other areas are found to have equal levels
of accessRSE priority areas may in fact need higher levels of access given that marginalized
populations commonly have greater need for services than others. For example, because
disproportionate shares of marginalized populations are dependent on transit, RBiEy pri
areas need higher levels of transit. Furthermore, proxirhiiged measures tell andomplete
story. Things like programmirggntentand hours of operation are also important.

1 While theRSE Indeand most of the community indicators are summarizétha census tract
level it is important to keep in mind thadisparities in outcomes als existwithin census
tracts. This is, for example, commonly the cagiéhin census tractthat bordershorelinesin
these tractsaffluent residentoften tend to Ive on blocksthat arenear the water othave
sweeping viewsvhile less affluent residentkve on blocks without thesemenities!

9 Census tracts vary somewhat in their number of residents and vary a great deal in the amount
of land they coverSmall census tracts with higtlensity housing can have as many or more
people than large tractsvith lower-density housing, nomesidential zoing, or large parks.

1 While marginalized populations make up comparatively large proportions of residents in RSE
priority areasmarginalized people also reside in neighborhoods outside RSE priority areas

{ Finally,we must be thoughtful in identifying impD I G A 2y a 2F (GKAAa NBLERZ2NIQa FAY!
displacement processethat have already pushed out marginalized people and that continue

to place pressure on communities. More context follows on displacement presessishifts
in the racial and ethnic makip of neighborhoods and the city as a whole.
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Future monitoring reportsto include Access to Parks and Open Space

Along with community centers, libraries, and grocery stores, community members commonly
mentionedparks when asked what is most importantttave within a neighborhood. OPCD and
Seattle Parks and Recreation are develogingw measure of access to parks and open space
that will be included in future monitoring.

Notes on Data Sources Used for the Community Indicators

Data for the community indators come from a variety of sources. In selecting sources, we

prioritized publicly available sources that produce higlality data likely to be updated on an

ongoing basisAs noted previously, thdata used taanalyze the indicatorpre-date the COVIR9

pandemic

{2YS AYRAOIFIG2NERE |NB o0FaSR 2y adaNBSea o6AyOfdzZRAYy3I (K
Survey, the source we use most), and some tap administrative datasets (e.g., data on public

transit serviceor Cty-run community centers). Some indicatoedy on a combination of sources.

Time periods reflected in the data vary due to several factors including differences in release

schedules anthe data available when we performed the analysis. With some indisatve

needed to use data pooled over g8l years to get the detail required to report findings by

race/ethnicity and by neighborhood.

C2NJ SIOK AYRAOIFI{G2NE GKS al 26 2SS aSladNBXé aSOirzy
we used along with tsc notes on how we did the analystgpendix B provides details on the

approach we used with the American Community Survey data.

Appendix C lists sources and providegaiminaryupdate schedule for all of thEommunity
Indicators of Equitable Develogmnt.

Collaboration to Improve and Refine the Community Indicators

As previously noted, &will continue to emphasize collaboration and community engagement as
we work to refine the EDMP. This will include gathering feedback on the usefulness of the
indicators selected and seeking further inputghape the way we report on the indicators in the
future.

While practicality necessitates that we use readily available data for most indicators in the

monitoring program, such data leave large gaps in understandio provide a more complete

picture,weg Af £ SELIX 2NB K2¢ (GKS 95at O2dzZ Rowi2zNB FdzZ fte Ay
observations of what is happening in their communities. The importancgexgrating and

resourcing communitybased participatory resarch was one of the most common themes in the

feedbackthat community leadersind practitioners provided odesigning themonitoring

program

Several City departments including the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) haveakadet are

beginning monitoringefforts focused on advancing race and social equity. OPCD will coordinate

GAOGK h/w IyR 20KSNJ RSLINIYSyita a2 GKIG 6S Oly tS@S
sharing data and analysis, we will work together to artiuithe intended role of each

monitoring effort.
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Context: Changes in the Racial and Ethnic Composition of Seattle
and Its Neighborhoods

This report is designed to furnish insights into the state of equity for existing residents and
neighborhoods andb provide a baseline for ongoing mitoring. Fndings from this report need
to be interpretedand acted upon with awareness of dramatic siiftat have occurred in the
racial and ethnic makap of neighborhoods.

The population of color in Seattle has grown from comprising roughlffamek 2 F (G KS OA (& Qa
population in 1990 to making up over a third of the population currently, with Asian and

HA AL YAOK[ FGAY2 LRLMzZ FdA2y INBgOK adzmadlydAalffe 2dz
¢CKS &AKIFINB 27F {SI G0t SQa hasancieated, ivith2hyg numiieeof | NB F2NBA 3y
immigrants from Asia and from Africa growing particularly quickly.

AttKS &l YS GAYSET G(GKS {SIrddftsSqQa .f101 LRLHAIIGAZ2Y KI &
While the share of residents who are people of colas heen increasing in much of the city, the

opposite has been happening in the Central Area and partsutheast Seattleln the Central

Area, Blacks went from being close to 60 percent of the populd@id®90 to less than a quarter

of the population nore recently Thisis a continuatiorof a longettrend that began in thet970s.

Many community membersve spoke with in these and other areas of the city described ongoing

or newly intensified displacement pressure associated with increasing housing costs

A broader geographic viewaf recent decadefinds that the population of colonas growrmore
rapidlyin the remainder of King Courtyparticularly in lowefcost areas to the south and
southeast of Seattle than in Seattle itselfThisis, in important pat, asignal that marginalized
populations are having difficulty remaining in, and moving to, Seattle.

Asthe Equitable Development Monitoring Program mof@svard to track changes ithe
community indicators, it will be essential to account ¢ontinueddisplacement pressures and
shifting demographicDisplacement risk monitoringill provide a greater understanding of
displacement pressures to help the City better respond to prevent and mitigate displacement.

Accessng this Report and Ongoing Updates on the EDMP Website

The 2020Equitable Development Community Indicators Rejimavailableonlineonh t / Heawa
monitoringwebsite Reporting orthe Indicatas of Heightened DisplacemeRiskis being
launched simultaneously with the Community Indicators rep@PCD will update dafor both
sets ofindicatorson a periodic, ongoing basis

Reporting on the Displacement Indicators is presented usidgshboard formatGoing forward
we are planning t@pply a similaformat for updating theCommunity Indicators

Along withreporting onthe two sets of indicatorghe monitoring websitdinksto information on
neighborhooddemographic changt providecontext vitalfor interpreting monitoring findings
andgaugingprogressn advancingace and social equity

For More Information

Forfurther informationor to make suggestions dhe community indicators or théroader
Equitable Development bhitoring Program readers carcontactDiana @nzoneri, Demographer
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Developraént,
diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov

COMMUNITY INDICATORS











































































































































































































































































































































